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CAMP-MEETINGS. 

There was a Camp-meeting held near Dandridge, Tennessee, 
commencing on the 6th inst. and ending on the Lith, which was 
attended with considerable displays of divine grace; though not 
such as we have witnessed at most of our Camp-meetings.— 
Nineteen persons were added to the church; and the people of 
God enjoyed a refreshing season from his glorious presence. 

Camp-meeting at Mossey-creek.—This is a new camp-ground, 
erected near New-Market, in Jefferson county, Tennessee. An 
extra camp-meeting was held here, commencing on the 30th ult 
and ending on the 4th inst. Here considerable good was etlected, 
ilso, in the conversion of precious souls, and the building up of 
God’s children in their “ most holy faith.” Sixteen persons were 
taken as probationers in the Church. 

Camp-meeting at Carter Camp-ground.—This camp-ground lies 
eight miles above Rogersville, and about three or four west of 
Surgoinsville, ‘Tennessee. A Camp-meeting was held at this 
place, on the 15:h to 19th inst. From first to last, the people of 
God, in general, appeared to enjoy considerable shares of the 
Divine favor; and were greatly refreshed. Many luke-warm souls 
were stirred up, aud a considerable number (not known) were 
happily converted to God. Thirty-seven united themselves with 
us, as members of the church, and some of them promise fair to 
he useful 
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REVIEW 
Of the Rev. Frederick A. Ross’s Sermon on 
“THE CHRISTIAN WARFARE,” 


Published in the June Mumber of the Calvinistic Magazine 
Mer. Ross chooses for his Text. Deuteronomy xx. 2, 4-~“ Hea: 
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O Israel; Ye approach this day unto battle against your enemies 
Let not your hearts faint; fear not, and do not tremble; neither b, 
ye terrified because of them: For the Lord, your God, is H}] 
that goeth with you, to fight for you against your enemies, to say, 
you.” 

This Sermon, like the author’s creed, is a mixture of good and 
bad doctrine. Theobject we have in view, at present, is briefly 
to notice. such parts as to us appears contrary to the word of God 
and of dangerous tendency. The first trait of his sermon, to 
which we direct our attention, as peculiarly exceptionable, relates 
to the christian warfare, in which he represents the christian as 
being sometimes under the dominion of the love of the world, and 
at others under that of the love of God. “Now” (says he) “he is 
victorious, and now he is vanquished. Now, he exults in the 
‘liberty wherewith Christ hath made him free, and now he i: 
entangled again in the yoke of bondage.” This doctrine ap 
pears to us, to let down the standard of christian experience toc 
low. St. John says, “If any man love the world, the love of th 
Father is notin him.”’ If, then, this divine maxim be true, i! 
cannot, in truth, be said of achristian, “Now the love of God 
and now the love of the world, holds dominion over him,” The 
love of the world is sin; but Paul says, *‘sin shall not have domin 
ion over you.”” Norcanit be said in truth, of a christian, “now 
he is victorious, and now he is vanquished,”’ for, “we are more 
than conquerers, through him that loveth us,’’ may those say 
who are in the favor of God. If christians are sometimes “van 
quished”’ by the enemy, they must be ina dangerous condition 
By letting down the standard of christian experience so low, ma 
ny persons are led to believe they are christians whoare not. [! 
makes christian exercises any thing, or nothing, and thus dc 
stroysits distinguishing characteristics, and ultimately injures 
the cause of God. 

The next exceptionadle feature in his discourse relates to the 
fall of man—the introduction of sin. “It was no unforeseet 
thing’”’—it was no undetermined link in the great chain of provi 
dential events. The fall of man was the purpose of God. Th« 
tree stood in the appointed place. The tempter came at the ap 
poiuted time,” &c. &c. Where is Mr. Ross’s proof? Wher 














does he learn, that God appointed the time for the tempter to 
come, and determined the sin of Adam as a link in the great 
chain of events? Is it possible that a Being, infinite in all his 
perfections, could determine and bring to pass, the sin and fall of 
man, and then forbid it, and threaten it with the punishment of 
eternal death? Js it possible that He could decree, will, and eff- 
ciently bring about, what he abhors? If it were clearly revealed 
that he did so, we would rank it among the inscrutable mysteries 
of revelation, and believe it to betrue; but he has no where made 
such arevelation. God has no where said, that he determined 
the sin and fall of man; and we are bound to believe nothing as 
atruth of the Bible, which is not clearly revealed. Mr. Ross 
loes not present us with any scripture proof of this position; but 
merely informs us how he supposes it was. He says, “Inthe glo- 
rious covenant of Redemption—when the Holy Three—the a- 
dorable Father, Son and Holy Ghost, met together in high and 
mysterious consultation, all the events which have happened, or 
which ever will happen upon our earth, were arranged in the most 
magnificent and perfect order. It was-then the Son promised to 
make atonement for sin. It was then, the Father promised him 
that he should see of the travail of his soul and be satisfied. 
It was then, the Holy Ghost promised to regenerate, and keep 
through faith to salvation, the souls given to Jesus,” &c. Where 
does Mr. Ross read of this meeting logether, in high and holy con- 
sultation, of the Holy Three? Where does he read of the cove- 
uant of Redemption? Of the promise ofthe Son? &c. He cer- 
tainly did not derive his information from the Bible. He cannot 
produce one single passage which clearly proves his visionary 
hypothesis, We ask him to produce one text to prove it. He 
cannot doit. We have seen the attempt made, and fail; and it 
Jways will fail. How imposing must men feel, when they wish 
.v palm their groundless assertions upon the community as sacred 
ruth, and accuse all of ignorance and unbelief, who do not yield 
implicit assent to their bold assertions. If there were any plain, 
or positive texts of Scripture to prove the covenant of Redemp- 
‘ion, as distinct from the covenant of grace; that reveal the se- 
ret conditions of that covenant—-that speak of God’s determin- 
we allevents. we would believe them: but nosuch revelation is to 
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ve found. He continues, “The apostacy thrilled angels with sor 
row, and devils with joy, at the intended hour. And Adam stood 
condemned for voluntary guilt in the appointed day,” &c. How 
we ask, could Adam be guilty for doing the will of God? Hag 
his Divine Sovereign and wise Lawgiver two conflicting will 
and counteracting appointments? Where is proof of this? We 
are not satished with the mere :pse dexit of uninspired men. We 
want “thus saith the Lord” for it. This cannot be found in the 
Bible. Let Mr. Ross produce one text. He says, “The tempte: 


, 


came at the appointed time;”’ and speaks of the “intended hour’ 
of man’s apostacy. Whereis his proof? It has no foundatioy 
in Scripture; and itreflects upon the character of the Deiry.— 
To suppose that he would “intend” that man should apostatise 
and “appoint the hour,’ send the tempter, and bring all about by 
his efficient influence; at the same time, say to Adam “Thou sha! 
not” do it—“in the day thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely 
die’”’—we say it reflects upon his divine perfections. But, by 
proceeds, “And since that time,” (the apostacy of man) “all he 

gone on in the same harmony. The quivering of every leaf hy 

been as necessary, in its place, as the overthrow of an empire.— 
The death of an insect, as the falling of a king. The shining o 
every particle of dust in the sunbeam, as the march of the prince 
of the power of the air, The blasphemy of hell, as the hozar 

nahsin heaven. The death of the incorrigible sinner, as_ th: 
glory of the saint,” &c. Whata strange doctrine is this! Al 
goeson in harmony! “The blasphemy of heil’’ is as necessar 
“as the hozannahs in heaven!’” Mr. Ross’s scheme includes ai. 
things. The works of wicked men and devils, as well as th: 
works of good menand angels. All goes on in the same har 
monious manner! Does not this doctrine encourage sin of ever 
kind? Does it not furnish more rational arguments in its favo: 
than infidelity itself? It does; for infidelity no where asserts tha‘ 
sin brings glory to God; but Mr. Ross’s Hopkinsian doctrine o 
sin does. “From such divinity good Lord deliver us!”’ 

Mr. Ross goes on to assign reasons why he believed this doc 
trine; but reasons, so called, do not satisfy us, in relation to mat- 


tersof such vital importance. We refuse to believe any thing as 


sacred truths which God has not revealed, more or less clearly 
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it he bas uo where said, that it was his will, man should apos 
‘atise, that he has decreed “whatsoever comes to pass.” Lest 
‘ir, Ross, howeven, suppose we are unwilling to meet him on 
he ground of reason, we will briefly notice the fallacy of his argu- 
nents. He says, ‘we believe this,” (the doctrine which we have 
noticed above) “because God is infinitely wise, and he can choose 
he best. He is infinitely good, and he wi/l choose the best. He 
; all powerful, and the touch of his hand can, with perfect ease, 
place every creature in the best circumstances to enable him to un- 
Id the deep designs of eternity. It is the knowledge they have 
{ God, which gives happiness to holy beings. They know God 
only by the display which he is pleased to make of his nature and 
haracter. The fall of man has made known the existence of 
Cod ina Trinity of Persons. It has revealed the glorious doc- 
‘rine of mercy. And hence the happiness of the universe is 
immeasurably enlarged by this higher knowledge of God. The 
cniste®™ of God manifest in the flesh,” &c. &c. This argument 
s reiterated, so frequently in Dr. Hopkins’ System of Divinity, 
and we have enlarged upon it so fully in our Strictures on that 
System, that we deem it scarcely necessary to repeat. But we 
will observe, that to found an argument in favor of the necessity 
and benefits of the introduction of sin, &c. upon the impossibility 
f knowing the divine nature and perfections unless sin had been 
itroduced intothe world,is a tacit assumption, that God is 
‘ependent on sin for a display of his perfections. It supposes 
iat he could not make known his mercy, &c. but by the sin of 
man. Suppose this were the case, what great defect could it be? 
Sut we shallnot grant that God could not display his nature and 
verfections but by the fall of man. We contend, that if man’s 
reasoning powers had not been beclouded by sin, he could have 
.nown more of God, without such display, than he now can, by 
uch a manifestation of his goodness, mercy, kc. Again, we be- 
eve that a display of the nature and procedure of the Divine 
Jeing, according to the Hopkinsian doctrine of his clashing wills, 
«orees, purposes, &c. would add nothing to his dignity or glory. 
vit to be known in heaven, earth, and hel], that God had de- 
reed and brought about all the sin in the universe, that he might 
‘isplay merey in pardoning the elect, and his justice in punishing 
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the reprobate, tor their necessary actions, would reflect but jit), 
credit or glory on the Divine perfections and conduct. What ; 
poor display of the Divine perfections, would it be for God to 
make known to an intelligent universe, that he had decreed sin 
and caused its commission by irresistible influence, and thep 
sént his Son to die for it /—to make an atonement for that whicl 
he willed and brought about! Behold a display of his conduc: 
also, in punishing the wicked in eternal flames, for fulfilling his 
decrees! Suppose Mr. Ross, for instance,is one of the reprobate 
throng—God, for the purpose of displaying his most holy justice 
reprobated him to damnation and wrath, and, in order to secu 
the one, decreed all the means (his sins) leading thereto; does he 
believe it would be a glorious display of the Divine perfections, is 
the view of his elect neighbours, for them to Anow of his reproba 
tion, and destruction? Let Aim and all who fancy themselves the 
elect of God, press this doctrine totheir own cases, and then 
clare, in the sight of God, that they believe it would display t 
advantage, his character, for it to be ultimately discovered, tha 
after all their hopes of heaven, they are to be eternally damned fo: 
fulfilling his decrees ! 

The last thing we notice, is his notion of the benefits of Da 
vid’s sins. Speaking of them, he says, “David sins. He adds 
murder to adultary. He is smitten by the enemies of his soul, 
down totheground. But David, although cast down, was noi 
destroyed; If. Cor. iv, 9. His soul came forth from the anguish 
and tribulation of sore repentance, like gold seven times tried in 
the fire. Holy humility, and meekness, were strengthened by 
his debasement, and brought him to a closer walk with Goc 
The sin of David has been, and will continue to be, a blessing to 
many generations,” &c. What a precious thing is sin, if M: 
Ross’s doctrine be true! The murder and adultary of David 


may prove a blessing to many nations! This reminds us of the 
poor drunkard, who falling from a high tower, and not being 
hurt, attributed his escape to his being in a state of intoxication! 
How apt the maxim, “Let us do evil that good may come ‘” 


We have carefully read several numbers of the “Calvinist: 
Magazine,” and discover one principal abject of the editors ane 
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ieir correspondents seems to be, to establish, as true, the doe 
ine, that God has decreed, and brings about, by his providence. 
all events which take place in the universe. This doctrine we 
innot believe. But suppose it is true, we feel that we occupy 
.afe ground. Forif God brings to pass all things, in the Hopkin- 
sian sense, he has decreed, and brought about, our unbelief of 
he doctrine. He decreed that we should disbelieve Hopkinsian- 
sm; that we should preach and write against ‘it, and, by his 
.dorable providence; so arranged the circumstances of our birth, 
‘ducation, and course thro’ life, as that we should infallibly fill 
he sphere in which he has called usto move. Ifso, we have been 
loing the efficient will of God, all our days; and Christ says, 
‘whosoever doeth the will of my Father, who is in Heaven, the 
same shall be saved.” But we repeat, we do not believe this 

c'rine.—We do not believe that God has foreordained, and 
vrings topassallevents. Because; 

Ist. It is not revealed in the Holy Scriptures. We really in 
iic any person who believes the doctrine, to bring one passage of 
ioly writ, to prove that God has “decreed whatsoever comes to 
sass.”” Lhe most commonly adduced argument in favor of the 

Joctrine, is derived from the foreknowledge of God. But what 
asual influence has the foreknowledge of an event, upon its pro- 
luction? Is itnot easy to distinguish between that knowledge, 
»y which an action is recognised in the Divine mind, and the agen- 
y which produces it? Cannot the All-wise Jehovah foresee the 
levil engaged in the works of darkness, unless he decrees his wick- 
‘d works, and bring them about by his own agency? If he can 
foresee such wickedéevents, without his own agency to produce 
them, he can foresee all others; good and bad; but if be cannot, he 
is not infinitely wise, or all knowing. The Hopkinsians seem so 
‘ealous of the Divine honor, that they are unwilling that any ac- 
tion or event in the universe, should be ascribed to any other pri- 
mary agency thanthat of God. But what honor does it reflect 
upon the Divine Being, to have decreed, and efficiently produced 
the murder of Abel, the great wickedness of the Antedeluvians, 
the sodamy of Sodom, the idolatry & iniquity of the Canaanites, 
the rebellion of the Israelites, the bloody massacres of Menassa, 
he murder of Uriah, the adultery of David, the apostacy of Sol 
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son: and.iu a word, al] the wickedness oi men and devils ? W hat 


honor, we ask, does it bring to a Holy God, to ascribe to him aj] 


? 


these wicked acts? Isit an honor for God to bring about that 
which he abhors ? We think not 

2nd. Reason. We do not believe that God has foreordained. 
and efficiently produces all events, because he has fordidden many, 
anc that too, on pain of eternal destruction, To suppose he has 
decreed that moral agents shall do, what he has said they shal 
not do, is to represent him ina point of view entirely inconsis 
tent with himself; but this he cannot be. 

3rd. If God be infinite in wisdom and knowledge, he can fore 
see all future events, and superiotend them by his gracious provi 
dence, without having bound himself to do so, by eternal decree: 
and without eternal plans to work by. Methematicians need ru/es, 
and mechanics plans to guide them, but the infinite Jehovah needs 
no such help. He is always present, and not afar off; therefore, 
he can execute and govern without arbitrary rules. 

4th. The doctrine, that God decrees or determines to bring 
about all events is positively opposed to holy writ. Consult the 
following text, Jeremiah 32, 35, “And they” (the children of J: 
rael; verse 30,) “built the high places of Baal, which are in the 
valley of the son of Hinnam, to cause their sons and their daugh 
ters to pass through the fire unto Moloch, which I commanded then 
not, neither came it into my mind that they should do this abom 
ination, to cause Judahto sin.’’ Notice the clause of this verse 


which says, “neither came it into my mind, that they should do 
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this abomination.’” He does not say “neither came it into my 
mind that they would do it,’ but that they “should doit.’’ How 
will the Hopkinsian Calvinists reconcile this passage with thei: 
doctrine, which says, God determines, and brings about all the 
actions of men? They cannot doit, and as this passage is in per 
fect accordance with the whole system of revelation, their doc 
trine is opposed to that system, and of course, cannot be true. 
We would like to see a Hopkinstan comment on the above 
passage. Willany of them quote it in his sermons or exhorta 


‘ions, Without stopping to shew “what it does not mean ?”’ 








Tis a shame when the church itself is a cemetry, where the liv 
‘een above ground as the dead do beneath.— Fr/le: 
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We have been requested to publish the following controversy 
yom the Nashville “ Banner & Whig.” 


oe 


To the Ediior of the Whig and Banner. 


Dear Sir: In accordance with a custom, prevalent in most of the 
churches With which I have had any intercourse, a few Sabbaths 
since I read the report of the “General Assembly.” Two Meth 
odist preachers were present, who it seems took it in high 
dudgeon, and from their stateme ‘nt to the preacher located in this 
town by the ‘‘Conference,” a most shameful attack has been.mad: 
upon the Unive rsity, the Presbyterian Church and myse Af, ina 
paper styled, ‘ The Messenger for the Holston Conference,” 
edited by T homas Stringfield, at Kuoxville. It is always un 
pleasant to appear in the public prints, and for One preacher of 
the gospel of peace to be arrayed against another, is contrary to 
every maxim of sound religion and e xpediency—yet as Paul, when 
a base accusation was brought against him, appe -aled with ‘manly 
confidence to Cwsar, so | deem myseli justifiable in vindicating 
uy character and in replying to the erroneous statements of the 

‘Methodist Preacher.” 

His first intimation is, that the Nashville University is unde 
Presbyterian influence. All persons, at all acquainted with the 
distinguished and liberal scholar who presides over its destinies, 
will readily and cheerfully admit, that he has nothing of the 
sectarian about him. He inculcates only those general principle 
of religion and morals in which all sects agree, lience, | can neve: 
suppose that it would prove injurious to our repr hlican institu- 
tions, based as they are, upon intelligence and virtne, if every 


school and seminary of science in the United States were under 
the direction of such a President 

After this ebullition of spleen and jealousy, he attributes to me 
the basest motives in the intercourse which I have had with the 
Methodists of this plac i cannot think for one moment that 
there isa Methodist gent!cian or lady ia Nashville, who has ever 


invited me to his liouse, for | went only upon invitaizon, who will 
join him in his slanderous accusations. I[ will dismiss this part 


of his letter, with the single observation, that if the system of 


christian etiquette were established, which 1s justly deducible 
trom this part of his epistle, that f would for the remainder of my) 
life retire to a hermitage, and never enter the door of any man, 
Christian, Jew, Turk or Mahommedan. 

His next reference is to the fact of my being requested to ac‘ 
2s a supply to the congregation until a regular Pastor can be pr 
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@ured—he nore Aarps upon a pomt, always invidious and only 
calculated to take withlow vulgar minds; he says 1 get “a good fat 
salary.” 1 receive for three-fourths of my time, four hundred and 
fifty dollars a year. ft cau assure the “ Me thodis st Preacher” how- 
ever, that if what Lhave received for preaching since I have been 
lice ensed, bad been my only de pendence, tliat long before this ] 
out rot have had a coat to my back or shees on my feet. |] 
an assure him that no man of a good education has any pecuniary 
’ die eme nts fo enter into the ministry of the Presbyterian church, 
masmuch as the professions of law and medicine offer prospects 
uch, eat ly more flatteri: g. 

I now come to the jit of the matter as the lawyers say, to wit: 
the report, which has been “the main front of my ‘offe nding.’ 72 Ag 
he has not t enlight ened us with his views on this subject yet, | uf 
flatte rs us that at some future time he will do so, although I fear 
will be “vox et preterea mbil,” T shall wait until that essay ap- 
wears, before I shall say much in relation to this annual document 
of our church. L.approve of its sentiments and think them sub- 
stantially correct. But Thave no wish to force my views upon 
any man. Tcanassure the “Methodist Preacher,” that if he wert 
acquainted with the struggles and difficulties, the pains and sor 
rows which Presbyterians have endured in contending for civil 
and religious liberity, that he would think they would be the last 
people in the w orld to urge a sentiment upon a man In Opposition 
to the conviction of his own mind. If the Methodists dislike the 
sent:ments of the report of the assembly, let them do so; let them 
reject it—they have a right thus to act—no man will blame them; 
hut let them at the same time exercise the liberality to suppose, 
that we are sineere in adopting them. I can assure the gentleman, 
that if | were to attend upon his preaching every day of the yeat 
that he preaches, & hear him in everysermon advance Arminianisn, 
and at the end of every one, read one of the reports of his conter- 
cace, if L disliked the sentiments, which most agsuredly I should, 
[ wo oil reject them, “cum animo,” but at the same time would 
never raise any fuss about them at all. “A soft answer turneth 
away wrath, but gricvous words stir up anger, 

" now come to the conversation which took place between him 
anc myself in my room.—Here I must remark, that it is always 
base, unless permission is obtained, to publish private talk; sucl 
couduct saps the very foundations of social life. So far as the 
conversation is concerned, I must say there are several mistakes 
Wi a regard to the Methodist church and preachers, my expres 

s Were, that we did not reg: ard them asa “‘regular church,” and 
as “revular clergymen,’ referring to the subject of aregular edue: 












G03 


Mis’ “3 lusively. I regret the expression ‘ 
g rch,” as it has led to so many mistakes; but every 
Pre- erian, in my ie le opi Non, would not have suppose d 
tant, that by the e X pression, I meaut (o deny the validity 
ot irdinances of the Methodist church, or to contend tor Aigh 
sfneiies on the subject of church Sandia but simply 
y iier to that regular process of education, which we deem ne- 
essary to make the preacher 7 oP" to teach” and to enable hin 
io Lrg out of his treasury things new and old,” “thus rightly 
‘ividing the word of truth.” With re gard to a part of the reply, 
ie puts Inmy mouth to this question, * aa we could invite thei 
members to our sacrements and attend with them at theirs,” that 
{said we did it “in condescension to their weakness” | utteriv 
isclaam. My reply was that it proceeded from “brotherly love” 
—ihat we regarded them as christians, and upon the principle ‘ot 
heir hearts being with our hearts, although thew heads were 
wrong,” yet in the exercise of tole rance and charity, we would 
invite them to Commune with us and we could commune wit): 
them. And pray, let meask, if this is not the ouly principle of 
nter-communion which can possibly be acted upon? =| think it te 
the only one, between different denominations, ditlering in doe 
trinal views, yet holding the leading and essential truths of chris 
tianity. So far from pursuing the course recommended by him to 
lis pe ople towards us, | shall esteem a sincere christian whereves 
tound, and if I see a Methodist living according to the precepts 
of the Saviour, and I believe there are many sucli, I will say, ‘‘is 
thy heart with my heart, then give me thy hand, my brother!” 
Although Mr. Allen, for he is the “Methodists Preacher,” shall be 
io me as “‘a heathen-man and a publican,” until be gives the mos: 
unequivocal marks of repentance, it will not alter my feelings 
one iota towards the Methodist as a body. The grand lesson 
which I shall derive from the whole matter, hereatter, will be to 
be caadious in forming friendships from a superticial acquaintance 
{ give no advice at all to the Presbyterians, for they always think 
tor themselves; they are a hardy race, and ‘will c all “no man mas 
ter on earth.” 
As I have disliked from my childhood the Indian manner ot 
shooting from behind the bush, [ subscribe, with honest fearless- 
ness, my name, A. A. SOWERS. 


N. B. 1 would request the favor of Mr Stringfeld to give the 
above an insertion in “The Messenger.” 
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sailor of the Washuile Banner 
Vean Sin. Having promised to take more particulay notice of 
’. Sowers’ Cotamunication, in this day’s paper, in justice to my- 
elt, T present the following, in support of what [have written to 
Mi Stringtie td. 

It cannot be more disagreeable to Mr. S. than it is unpleasant 
yme, tO appear m the public prinfs. But that man who could 
almly sit lown in astate of inglorious ease, aud tamely submit t 

sult and outrage in the unqualified renunciation of his whole 
urch and all her ministers, deserves not the name of a freeman 
ud a chiistian, and still less does he deserve the name ofa chris- 
au watcoman. Peace is always desirable, payee ularly among 
‘he professed disciples of “the Prince of Peace: but who could 
tor a moment hesitate which to choose, a disgraceful and ignobl 
peace, wilh avowed enemies contending for hich prerogative, or a 
hair’, homorable and independent contest with a vauuting foe, who 
hows that his “voice is for war,” by speaking “great swelling 
words,” if possible to intimidate one who has had independenc: 
nough to call im question ns pretensions to boasted superiority! 
thave not souchttor a particular expose of certain tacts that have 
appeared and will appear betore the people of this country. Mr 
S. declared to me in terms that I could not misunderstand, and has 
since announced to the public, that he said, Presbyte ‘rians did not 
regard the Methodists as a “regular church,” nor Methodist min- 
isters as “regular clergymen;” and on this principle accounted 
for, and justified the grossly absurd statements, made by the Gen 
Asse “mbly of the Pre sbyterian church. I thought this responsible 
authority, and hence believed it to be my duty, to announce the 
fact to the religious community, and to the me ‘mbers of the Meth- 
odist church particulanly. a therefore made the statements con- 
tained in my letter to Mr. Stringfield, without calling any names, 
and hence did not sign my OWn. This was not done, according 
to Mr. Sowers’ illiberal insinuation, as the cowardly Indian would 
ict fly his arrows from heliind the bush. Lauthorized Mr. String- 
eld togive my name, when called for, because I then held, and 
. “il hold myse if responsible for what I have said. Ifany good oi 
arm result from the matter’s heing brought here, and introduced 
nto a political newspaper, Mr. 8. is entitled to the credit. J 
did not seek for this, although Ihave not the least objection 
It is a fact, that Mr. Sowers did boldly, and 1 thought, with a 
hind of self gratulation, renounce the Methodist church and he: 
ministers, if to declare that we are not a “regular church,” ou: 
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eachers are not “‘vegnlar clergymen,” can be said to amount te 
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a renuii lation ‘j luis he acknowl d PCS 16 ih | ipiicution Duar 
he erroneously states, that he said this with exeluswe reference to 
ministerial qualification. ‘To show that, when Mr S. said, th 
regular Presbyterians do not regard the Methodist as a “regula: 
church” &ec. he did not predicate his renunciation of we On 
the subject of ministerial qualifieation exelusirely, but ou some 
thing else, of infinitely more impaytanee toevery Methodist, axl 
to show that he knew | understood him, as having reference to 
church prerogative aiso, 1 will here state a circumstance, which 3 
related to him while conversing on this subject, and the remarks 
which he made uponit. [told him I knew ofan instance tn 1 
country of a methodist preacher leaving our connexion, and j 

ing the Pp resbyte rans; and that the Presbytery reeognised a 
valid the ordination he received amone the Methodists. Mr. S 
most unhesitatingly declared it was wrone—it was contrary te 
the principles of Presbyterianism. From this cireumsiance, Mi 
S. must have known that my understanding was, that he disowne: 
us on the principle of church prerogative, as well as that of 
‘ducated ministry. My question to him on the subje ct of ela 
conmunion, as will occur to every one acquainted with the sub 
ject, Was in direct reference to the validity of eur ordinances, ant 
not in view of the talents ofour ministers at all. How will thes 
facts agree with Mr. S’s statement, that he spoke with ezrelusive 
eference to an educated ministry, without alluding to the validity 
of our ordinances! But suppose that he said nothing more than 
he has acknowledged, still, f would ask, is he excusable in saying, 
a religious association is not a “regular church,” because its min- 
istry are not all learned men! It, however, is not my design a‘ 
present, to remark upon facts, so much as it is to establish 
them. 

There is one statement in my former publication, which Mr.S 
positively denies—that is, he denies having stated that Presby- 
terians were friendly to the Methodists, in ‘consideration to thei: 
weakness.” ‘That part of the conversation run thus:—Mr. S 
was saying ina vague and unpointed manner, that the Pp resby 
lerians were friendly to us because of our ignorance. | then said, 
“What! are you friendly to us in condescension to our We ak 
_ness?”—Giving his head a significant nod, he said “Just so,” and 
then went on to make some other remarks, about ‘“brothe rly 
love.” To prove Mr. S. knew he conveyed the idea to me, tha 
they were friendly to us “in condescension to our weakue sa 
notice my reply to him, which he has not denied: “I hope tha! 
no Methodist minister, or membe r, will accept of, or reciprocate 
such friendships” If Mr S. had assigned as the only 
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his senses could have replied to him as I did! Bu nswey 
is Very Natural, coming afier the reason that he rea hid wing 
Hesides, sir, not two minutes after T left Mr. S., | sav voung 
gentleman, to whom [related the above circumstance, W oh he 
$ prepared at acy moinent to testify. Now if [ had been dispose 
to fabricaic a y thing Mir. S.is it reasonable that I shoul: 
have done so, iu two minutes after Lt left him; and that too, wh 
here was every obabuity of Mr. Sowers’ hearing of it imme 
chately Wit! ntl Hus circumstantial evidence before them, let t 


public judge who is guilty of falsehood in this matter, Mr. Sow 
ers or myseli 

Mr says ii is base to publish private conversation, and 
nence would have you believe that I have acted basely, in pub 
ishing his renunciation of the Methodist. But, sir, this conversa 
‘jon was not of the ordinary kind of social intercourse. He ha: 
publicly read a “Report” which I think contains gross niggein oe 
sentations,—of this, the public can judge when they see it, w i 
shall be ‘shortly. I nnderstood, he defended the “R akan 
the principle, that the Methodist was not a ‘regular Sheth, 
or her ministers “regular clergymen” I went to him pu 
asely to make | mq juiry on this subject; and he at once defended the 
Renort,’” and disowned the whole Methodist church in the man 
ner shown above: and withal, he had the finished urbanity, | 
substance, to tell me, that he neither regarded me, nor any of m 
orethren, as ‘regular clergymen,’ and that they, (meaning Pres. 
hyterians,) had only been friendly to us, because they in charit: 
nelieved our shearts were vight,’ although our heads were wrong— 
they had been friendly to us in condescention to our weakness. | 
rave been told, that it is reported in Nashville, that I seemed ; 
ttle miffed that evening. { trust I did not indulge in an unchris 
tian spirit, but I freely acknowledge, that 1t was very wu ipleasar 

» hear the ahove, whic ‘i 1 thought equivalent to te ling me, that 

ut of pity, he had heen frie ndly to me, because I was a fool. | 
was subje eted to all this insult, because I was so unfortunate as t 
infler in Opinion, with this “ore zularly educated minister,” who 
does not blush to insinuate himself, that he is a man of a goo 
education.” Who, under such circumstances, would have borne 
with this outrage, and pitifully sneaked off with trembling fearful 
uess, lest he should interrupt the peace of the church? Who, tha’ 
nossesses common sense, and one spark of independence, would 
yave sealed his lips, and suffered this parading young gentlemat 
peaceably to move on with his high views of Pre sbyterian , 
premacy? And what man of good understanding, save Mr. ¢ 
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would have thougiit it base to tell the world of these princl} pi es 
and this conduct ? And that too, when he professed to be acts 

the part ofa Presbyterian clergyman, and to express the views 
of all “regular Preshyte rians ?” [knew that many members of 
that church in Nashville, would blush to avow such sentiments as 
the above, as wel] as they would to embrace the God-dishonor- 

ing doctrines of eternal and unconditional slew Inu aud rerobation 
—and this I told him. He said, there were vi ry few res ular 
Presbyte rians on this side of the mountains, and on: y —s or theres 
among the gentlemen in Nashville. 1 then resolved to publish his 
views and statements, which I learly exactly comenied 
with Reports and other accounts pub sis] ed by that chure! 

If the Presbyterians here, or elsewhere, choose to sustain Me 
Sowers in having stated, that Presbyterians do not regard the 
Methodist as a “reoular church,” &e., ver y well. From. pe:- 
sons of such views, we have no favors to ask; we have nothing 
to hope; and they may rest assured, that we entertain no fears 
My remarks are intended for such Presbyterians as renounce the 
Methodists, or, for what Mr. Sowers calls “regular Presbyte- 
rians,” and for no others. Of high-toned religionists, that refuse 
to recognise the Methodist as a “regular church,” while, at tiv 
same time, they condescendingly e xtend their frie ndship, U have 
said-none too much—no, not w ‘hen I ventured to say, they were 
the most selfish people I had ever met with. None of my remarks 
there, or elsewhere, are intended for such as make exceptions to 
Mr. S’s “regular Presbyterians,” that is, such Presbyterians as 
are Willing to meet the Methodists on principles of equality, and 
are free to acknowledge usa sister church. With maay of the 
pious Presbyterians of this place, [have spent pleasant season 
and should be very sorry for any thing to break off the love aud 
friendship, that has hitherto existed between us. But 1 cannot! 
{ will not, meet any man on terms of ehrestian friendship, wh ther 
he be Roman Catholic, Presbyterian or what not, that holds up 
for high prerogative, and looks down upon me with iningled my 
and contempt. ‘This is the principle, to which I would wi 0 ii 

variably to adhere—meet us op terms of equality and we wi I be 

fiiends forever—treat us as underlings—unchurch us—sw: eping 
ly renounce us, and we are dete mined never to come cringing 
up to an insulting foe, and agree to be “hewers of wood and 
drawers of water,” merely for the sake of peace with the Pres 
hyterians, or any body else in the world. 

A good many of the remarks of this gentleman, would adi 
of severe animadversion; but having, I hope, sustained the sulr 
stance of the statements T first male. T wonld fein avoid his 
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ample of personal scurrility, as far, and as long as possible. | 
will therefore conclude the »resent communication, by assuring 
you, that, with sentiments of love and esteem for equals, and dis 
gust for all would-be superiors, 1 am yours re nes thully, 
JAMES ALLEN 
Nashville. Aue 31. 1827 
N. B.—lIf Myr. Stringfield has published Mr. Sowers’s re 
marks of the 24th, he will please give the above, also, an inser- 
tion in the ‘‘Messenger.” 3. Wed 
— “lle Pe 
FROM ZION’S HERALD 
PASTIME, NO. Il. 
‘Brief time advances quick in tread- 
Few hours remaim, and dark: 
Those hours spend not 
In frivolous employ ,—impertinent 
They ne’er return-———— 
Nor deem it dullness to stand still and pause 


When dread eternity hath claims so high.’ 
in Our nature are planted the very seeds « death. spoon as 
y begin to live, we also begin to dic; and 1 isands die before 
y know what itistolive. But better) far ‘er is it for such, 
in for those who live years without God and without hope ir 
world.—Reader, 1s it not possible, that you may regret upon 
r dying bed, that so much of your time has been spent in 
lous employ ?”—so litile in prayer to God—so little in doing 
xd? Many live in this world as though time were never to 
end, and eternity never to begin. But we must soon enter upon 


. 


the untried scenes of that unknown world. And if we hav: 
temerity enough to put off repentance, and to trifle away the time 
given us to prepare for death, we should consider beforehand 
the strength we shallneed, “to bear the wrath of an offended God.’ 
Why is it, so many forget these things while well and in the 
‘loom of life ?— 

“Will toys amuse when medicines cannot cure? 

When spirits ebb,—when lite’s enchanting scenes 

Their lustre lose, and lessen in our sight, 

As lands, and cities with their glittering spires, 

To the poor shattered bark, by sudden storm 
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